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X. INTRODUCTION: BACKGROUND TO THE CONFERENCE1 (V)

(U) On February 18, 1954, a joint communiqué from
Berlin issued by the United States, Great Britain, the
Soviet Unio.., and France announced that in late April the
Big Four and other parties concerned would meet at Geneva
to seek a peaceful solution of the eight-year-old war in
Indochina. Between those dates, the Western allies engaged
in a series of discussions centered around American pro-
posals for direct intervention, while the Communist side --
the USSR, Communist China (CPR), and the Viet Minh --
worked to ensure that they would enter the forthcoming
Geneva Conference from a position of strength.

(U) The Eisenhower Administration found as much dif-
ficulty in persuvading France and Great Britain that funda-
mental changes in the war were necessary before the start
of the conference as in accepting the notion of a negoti-
ated solution in Indochina. The troubles vith France had
begun in mid-1953 when tre U.S. Government gave its condi-
tional approval to the N¢varie Plan, which provided for
radically new French field tactics and a buildup of the
Vietnamese National Army (VNA). American hopes that
assistance in roney and war matériel would elicit a French
commitment to a program to attract native Indochinese into
close military and political collaboration with the

colonial governments, especially in Vietnam, were not

(0) 1This chapter is based on the author's The First Viet-
nam Crisis: Chinese Communist Strategy and United States
Involvement, 1953-1954, New York and London: Columbia
University Press, 1967.

UNCLASSIFIED

R . o o - s i Al it e R et L 2 L

R e Ty

| Ll

s o iaka guaedh b,



PRI N P A .

UNCLASSIFIED

-88-

(U) fulfilled. Nor was France hospitable to American sugges
tions for greater involvement of the Military Advisory
Assistance Group (MAAG) in French planning. As was to be
the case almost throughout the Indochina crisis, France
capitalized on American fears of National Assembly rejec-
tion of the European Nefense Community (EDC) treaty and of
a Freach pull-out from Indochina to gain U.S. aid without
having to make commensurate concessions on Vietnamese
independence or tactical planning. American attempts to
tie ald to such concessions were never followed through,
and whatever leverage on French policy-making in Indochina
the United States possessed was left largely unexploited.

(U) For the most part, France's rejection of American
conditions and suggestions was based on the Laniel govern-
ment's conviction, implemented zealously bty French civil
and military authorities in Indochina, that the United
States would be intruding in France's domain. A policy of
systematic restrictions on American officials in the field
prevented the United States from making independent evalu-
ations of the war's progress, with the result that the
Government was for many months badly informed and unwar-
rantedly optimistic about the French Union army's chances
against the Viet Minh. In late March and April 1954, when
it became clear to Washington that the Navarre Plan had
failed and that (in Secretary of State Dulles' words)
"united action'" was necessary to prevent Indochiwnz f~um
falling to the Communists, the French revealed tha: the.r
distrust of American '"interference' extended to auy plans
for overt American air-naval involvement. The Lauiel

government was perfectly amenahble to localized American
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(U) intervention at Dienbienphu to save the besieged French
arny from disister; but it stood firmly opposed to Dulles'
concept of collective (Western-Asian) defense in a security
organization that would, if necessary, intervene to prevent
the '"loss" of Indochina. France's requests for assistance
at Dienbienphu were entirely consistent with long-standing
policy in Paris that looked to a negotiated settlement of
the war on "honorable" terms at the same time as it hoped
to be in the best possible military position at the time
negotiaticias began.

(U) Opposition to "united action" was no less stub-
born in London. The British, like the French, were
suspicious of American intentions in calling for that
alternative, though for different reasons. To the Churchill
government, the United States, even while proclaiming a
strong desire to avoid open conflict with Communist China,
was tending precisely in that direction by insisting on
the formation of a collective security pact prior to the
start of the Geneva Conference. Eisenhower's letter to
Churchill on April 4, 1954, could only have reinforced
those suspicions, for the President described united action
as an attempt to make China stop supporting the Viet Minh
rather than face the prospect of large-aicale aliied
involvement in Vietnam. Although the British were not
asked to make substantial ground troop commitments to a
united action, they felt that their approval would ulti-
mately condone a widening of the war that would risk
bringing in the Chinese who, the British argued, could not
possibly be expected to cease assistance they had been

providing since 1950. London therefore told Dulles it
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(U) would not approve united action and preferred to await
the outcome of the negotiations before deciding whether

the Indochina situation warranted resort to military
alternatives. The British were perfectly willing to talk
about rezional defense in the Far East, but only after

the results were in on the negotiaticns. Until then, they
said, they would limit themselves to providing full diplo-
matic support to the French in search of a peaceful solution.

(U) Differences among the allies were therefore
acute as the conference opened. The I'rench had cleverly
exploited the American asgsistance program without having
brought in the Americans in full force, yet had also been
unable to save Dienbienphu from being overrun on May 7.
The British were felt in Washington to have been the
primary obstacle to united action; they were accused of
having been so blinded by their own self-interest in other
areas of Southeast Asia that they failed to appreciate the
vast strategic importance to the Free World of saving
Indochina.

(U) Contrasting Communist unity on the eve of che
conference was more a matter of Sino-Soviet agreement on
the desirabiiity of negotiations than of ccmplete accord
among the three parties. 1In the aftermath of Stalin's
death, Soviet forelgn policy under Malenkov had altered
considerably. Domestic priorities no doubt influenced the
regime's proclalmed hopes for a reduction in international
tension. Peking, more intimately involved in the Viet
Minh cause, stepped up its assistance to General Giap's
forces between February und April 1954, but also agreed

with Moscow on the desirability of convening an internationai
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(U) conference, which China would attend, to end the
fighting. The limited available evidence suggests that

the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV) alone among the
three Communist parties considered the call for negotia-
tions premature and urged that they be preceded by intersi-
fied military efforts. Ho's much-publicized offer in late
November 1953 to talk with the French was intended more

to influence French domestic and official opinion and to
demoralize Franco-Vietnamese troops than to evince sincere
interest in arriving at an equitable sottlement. In
ensuing months, DRV broadcasts showed a far greater interest
in first achieving a clear-cut military victory in the
Tonkin Delta and parts of Laos than in engaging in discus-
sions while French forces remained scattered throughout
Indochina.2

(U) These developments, in very broad outline,

.j' provided the backdrop to the Geneva Conference. Strength
if and weakness seemed to be the respective characteristics
EI of the Communist and Western positions. Yet these terms
;3 are, as we shall see, not entirely accurate, for the

}

§ interaction between and within the two sides was to make
clear that the Geneva Conference would not be the setting

for a victor's peace.

() 2For a discussion of the DRV position on negotia-
tions during late 1953 and early 1954, see Central Intel-
ligence Agency, Research Memorandum No. 0017/66, Asian
Communist Employment of Negotiations as a Political
Tactic (U) (Secret/NoForDis/Controlled Dis).
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XI. THE CONDUCT AND STRUCTURE OF DIPLOMACY (U)

(U) One of the first agreements reached at the
Geneva Conference occurred in the course of a conversation
between V. M. Molotov and Anthony Eden on May 5, when the
Soviet foreign minister endorsed the foreign secretary's
assertion that this negotiation was the most difficult he

1 : .
had ever encountered. Indeed, it seems at first glance

somewhat paradoxical that the Indochina phase of the
Geneva Conference (May 8-July 21) should have resulted in
a settlement within less than a dozen weeks, given the
unusual difficulties facing the negotiators on both sides.
Key issues were postponed until the eleventh hour while
debate wore endlessly on over relatively insignificant
matters; contact among the delegations was limited by
ideological prejudices and political antagonisms, forcing
some delegates to act as mediators no less than as repre-
sentatives of national interests; and major agreements
were reached outside the special framework for discussiomns

that the conferees had taken a month to build.

1. THE REPRESENTATION QUESTION

(U) The first major roadblock in the negotiations
was the Communist claims concerring the representation of

parties not present at the conference. Since the conference

L lAnthony Eden, Memoirs: Full Circl:, Houghton-
Mifflin, Boston, 1960, p. 131.
(u) *

page.

The chief negotiators are listed on the following
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TABLE I

CHIEF NEGOTIATORS AT THE GENEVA CONFEREi.wE GN INDOCHINA

United Kingdom USSR

Anthony Eden Vyacheslav Molotov
United States France

General Walter Bedell Smith Georges Bidault

U. Alexis Johnson Jear: Chauvel

Pierre Mendes-France

Chinese People's Republic

Vietnam
Chou En-lai
Chang Wen-t'ien Dac Khe
Li K'e-nung Tran Van Do
Cambodia Laos
Tep Phan Phoui Sananikone
Sam Sary
Viet Minh

Pham Van Dong
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(U) had already begun when these claims were forwarded,
the chances of expanding the list of invited parties were
very limited. Nevertheless, through fourteer restricted
and seven plenary sessions,2 bitter controversy raged over
Communist insistence that the Viet Minh-led Free Cambodian
(Khmer Issacak) and Free Laotian (Pathet Lao) forces were
entitled to be seated beside representatives of the Royal
Governments of Cambodia and Lios. Not until June 16, when
Premier Chou En-lai, China's foreign minister and chief
delegate, indicated to Eden that Viet Minh forces would be
withdrawn from Cambodia and Laos, was the debate resolved
and the way opened for serious efforts to bring about
cease-fires throughor't Indochina.

(U) The time-consuming exchanges over the authenti-
city of Communist "resistance forces'" in Laos and Cambodia
were, interestingly enough, not duplicated when it came to
determining the status of the DRV. The Berlin Conference
final communiqué had specified that the Indochina deliber-
ations would be attended by the United States, Great
Britain, Communist China, the Soviet Union, France, '"and
other states concerned." Invitations to the participants

would, it was further agreed, be issued only by the Berlin

(0 21n all, the Geneva Conference comprised eight
plenar,; and twenty-two restricted sessions. These were
quite apart from the Franco-Viet Minh military commang
conferences held after June 2, as well as from Viet Minh
military staff talks with Laotian and Cambodian representa-
tives that began in late June. Finally, during the latter
half of the conference, French and Viet Minh delegation
heads met secretly in so-called "underground" negotiations,
the results of which were closely held, at least by the
French.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) conferees, i.e., by the Big Four but not by Peking.
Yet, as Molotov admitted at the first plenary session

(May 8), Peking as well as Moscow invited the DRV, a move
vigorously assailed by France and the United States.3 No
attempt was made, however, to block the DRV's participa-
tion. Despite the antagonism of the Vietnamese governmeat
nominally headed by Bao Dai,4 the DRV was generally con-
siderecd one of the principal combatants whose consent to

a cease-fire, being indispensable, required its partici-
pation. Moreover, the Soviet Union indicated to the
French that it would not accept the presence of delegates
from the Associated States of Indochina (Vietnam, Cambodia,

and Laos) unless the DRV was admitted to the conference.5

(V) 3U.S. Department of State, The Geneva Conference,
Verbatim Transcript of the First Plenary Session, Indo-
china Phase, May 8, 1954, pp. 18, 23. (Cited hereafter
as U.S./VerbMin.) The American objection was based on
longstanding opposition to any move that would accord
China de facto or de jure recognition, or the status of
a major power deserving membership in a '"Big Five."

Gy 4The Bao Dai government, when informed of French
Premier Georges Bidault's agreement to DRV representation,
decided that Vietnam would go to the conference only upon
invitation of the Western Big Three. The invitation
arrived May 2, at which time the Soviets were informed
that Vietnam's participation would in no way confer
de jure recognition on the DRV. (See Jean Lacouture and
Philippe Devillers, La fin d'une gucrie: 1Indochine 1954
[Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1960), pp. 122-23.) Bao Dal's
consistent position, supported by Ngo Dinh Diem when he
took over the premiership on June 18, was that his was
the only legitimate government in Vietnan, while the Viet
Minh were not political competitors but merely armed rebels.

(D) Stpid., p. 122.
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(U) By the time of Die.bienphu's fall (May 7), all parties
were agreea that there would be nine delegations (though
not States) discussing Indochina; and on May 8 the first

session got underway.

2. THE COMMUNICATION GAPS

(U) Nine delegations seated at a roundtable to
exchange views, about every second day, obscured the fact
that true bargaining was not taking place. Proposals
were, of course, tabled and debated; but actual give-and-
take was reserved for private discussions, usually in the
absence of the pro-Western Indochinese parties. Even then,
the Geneva talks on Indochina were hardly dominated by
Big Power cabals; political and ideological differences
were so intense, particularly between the American and
Chinese representatives, that diplomacy had to be conducted
circuitously, with Eden and Molotov frequently acting as
mediators and messengers for delegates unwilling to be
found t@gether.6

(U) Anthony Eden, whose persistence in the face of
adverse developments throughout the conference was rewarded
in the end, has provided this description of personal
tribulation:

I was conscious that time was not on our side.
€ince neither the Americans nor the French had'
established any contacts with the Communist

> 6As one example of the American attitude, Dulles
told reporters just prior to the first session that the
only way he could possibly meet with Chou En-lai was if
their cars collided. Dulles tel. SECTO 6 from Geneva,
April 25, 1954 (Confidential).
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(U) representatives [in mid-June), I had been

compelled to adopt the role of intermediary

between the Western powers and the Communists.

My z.tivities in this respect were open to

every kind of misrepresentation. I wes con-

cerned about their effect on Anglo-American

relations. On the other hand, I was encouraged

by the close accord maintained throughout the

conference between ourselves and the other mem-

bers of the Commonwealth, including those, like

Mr. Nehru, who were not represented at Geneva.

They sent me messages of thanks and encouragement.

I needed them, for I began to feel that we should

never make effective headway. I had - 2ver known

a conference of this kind. The parties would not

make direct contact and we were in constant danger

of one or another backing out of the door.
Not until the latter half of June did high-ranking French
and Viet Minh delegates meet face-to-face, did Viet Minh
military officials confer with Cambodian and Laotian
representatives, and did French and Chinese heads-of-
delegation privately exchange views. Comnunist and non-
Communist Vietnamese, meanwhile, refused to talk to one
another until July, when finsally Tran Van Do and Pham Vzn
Dong were persuaded to have private discussions. Most
importantly, the American delegation (USDEL), under strict
instructions to avoid contact with the Chinese, had to
rely on second-hand information provided by the British,
French, and Soviet representatives, a procedure that was
repeated with respect to the Viet Minh.

‘... The problem of -ontact was no more acutely felt
than by the delegation of the State of Vietnam. Although
finally granted complete independence by France undefii

Y 7Eden, Full Circle, p. 144,
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@P treaties initialed in Paris April 28 and approved by
both governments June 4, Vietnam did not gain the concur-
rent power to negotiate its own fate. The French, clearly
anxious lest the Vietnamese upset the delicate state of
private talks with the Viet Minh, avoided Bao Dai's
representatives whenever possible and sought to exploit
close Vietnamese-American relations in informing the
Vietnamese only after agreements had been reached. During
June, for instance, Jean Chauvel, head of the French
delegation, on several occasions approached the Americans
with information on the "underground'’ negotiations with
the Viet Minh and with the hope that, once partition had
been fixed, the United States would '"'sell" that solution
to Saigon.8 In the same month, Chauvel, evincing complete
understanding of American determination to avoid approving
or acquiescing in a partition settlement, nevertheless
asked if the United States would soften Vietnamese opposi-
tion to it by indicating it was the best solution obtainable.
Chauvel described Diem and his predecessor, Buu Loc, as

difficult, unrealistic, and uvnreasonable on the subject.9

(0 8Dulles priority tel. TEDUL 212 to Smith at Geneva,
June 17, 1954 (Top Secret).

] 9w. Bedell Smith from Geneva priority tel. DULTE
195, June 18, 1954 (Secret). In an aide-memcire delivered
to Dulles and Eden on June 26 by Henri Bonnet, the French
ambassador to Washington, Paris urged Washington not to
encourage an adverse Vietnamese reaction to partition.
The United States was also asked '"to intervene with the
V*etna se to counsel upon them wisdom and self-control
and fo dissuade them from refusing an agreement which, if
it is reached, is dictated not by the spirit of abandoning
them, but on the contrary by the desire to save in Indo-
china all that can possibly be saved. and to give the
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m To these approaches, the United States consistentl\?
reacted negatively in the undoubtedly correct belief that
the French were merely attempting to identify the United
States in Vietnamese eyes with the partition concept. By
refusing to act as intermediaries for the French, the
Amzrican delegation kept free of association with a "French
solution" to the Vietnam problem.

G8S) French aloofness from the Vietnamese continued
into July. Despite American requests of the French dele-
gation that the Vietnamese be kept informed of develop-
ments, the French demurred. Chauvel informed U. Alexis
Johnson, chief deputy to the hend of the USDEL, General
Walter Bedell Smith, that "he was handling this [liaison
with the Vietnamese) through 1embers of his staff and was
avoiding direct ccntact with Vietnamese in order not to
have to answer their questions."10 When Offroy, another
member of the French delegation, suggested that the United‘
States placate the Vietnamese with assurance of Free World .
political, economic, and military support after the settle~
ment, Johnson replied that this was a matter for the French
to handle.11 Not until late in the Conference did the
Vietnamese government become aware of the stiong possibility

that partition would become part of the secttlement; on

this and other developnents, as we shall see, the Vietnamese

(¥) Vietnamese state, under peaceful conditions, oppor-
tunities which have not always been possible heretofore
because of the war." See Dulles' tel. No. 4852 to the
American Embassy, Paris, June 28, 1954 (Top Secret) .*

0 10Johnson from Geneva priority tel. SECTO 560,
July 6, 1954 (Top Secret).

(U)llJohnson from Geneva priority tel. SECTO 574,
July 8, 1954 (Secret).
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Gﬁﬁ were kept in the dark, a circumstance that was to
sélidify Vietnamese hostility to and dissociation from
the final terms.

4%  But the Vietnamese loyal to Bao Dai were not
alone in being denied important informat.on, although they
suffered worst from it. The United States delegation
itself several times suspected tha* it was not receiving
all the news the French were in a position to provide.
The fault, however, lay as much with the ambiguous status
under which the delegation operated as with the French
who were to act as messengers. On the one hand, the
Americans wanted to use their influence to ensure that
the French not sell out Western interests for the sake of
a quick settlement; on the other, they were determined
not vo become so involved in the bargaining process as to
link the Administration to :lie final terms. The resolu-
tion of these apparently conflicting aeims was offered by
Dulles on the eve of the conference in a background
briefing to newsmen at Geneva.12 He said that primary
responsibility for decisions taken at the conference
b2longed to the French and Vietnamese on one side, and to
the Viet Minh on the other. The United States "would be
inclined not to try to interpose [its] veto in any sense
as against what they might want to do.'" As to whether
this attitude applied equally to substantive provisions
of any settlement, the Secretary indicated that the United
States would, if necessary, refuse to acknowledge results

contrary to American “'interests':

(U 12The briefing was reported in a priority cable
by Dulles from Geneva tel. SECTO 6, April 25, 1954
(Confidential).
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I would think that [nonapplication of a

veto] would be true up to the poinv at least

where we felt that the issues involved had «

pretty demonstrable interest to the United

States itself. The United States does hav:

pretty considerable interests in the Wastzcn

Pacific, and there are some solutions thiere

which we would regard as so disadvantuueous

that we would seek to prevent them. And if we

failed in that respect, we would prcbably want

to disassociate ourselves from it [the final

settlement].
Thus, the United States would apply the tactic of "disasso-
-iation'" should its influence not be sufficient to make
the final terms compatible with American "interests."
Yet the French, against whom the tactic was primarily
directed, were probably (and quite naturally) averse to
keeping their American cnlleagues so well informed of
developments in the talks with the Viet Minh that the
United States would have occasion to resort to '"disassocia-
tion." Throughout the conference, in fact, the French
aimed at exploiting the American presence for the strength
they believed it provided their negotiators, and this
policy meant pressuring Washington to retain a high-
ranking delegation at the conference right up to the
moment of the settlement.

€% Whatever the rationale for French behavior,
the USDEL complained to Washington that it was not being
kept fully informed of developments in the '"underground"
Franco-Viet Minh talks. The change in government in Paris
during June from Laniel to Pierre Mendes-!'rance helped
matters somewhat. But though it was conceded that

Mendes-France's representatives had done better than

[ o — "5y
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(®®) their predecessors in keeping the United States

apprised,13 the United States still felt, as Dulles put

it, that while Paris was not willfully concealing informa-

tior there remained a '"certain lack of any intimacy....”14
@ The British also felt locked out of news that

vitally affected them. Particularly during May, when

Washington and Paris were frequently in touch atout

possible military intervention, the British were highiy

disturbed to find newspapers their best source of informa-

tion on the intent.ons of their foremost allies. Since

London was no longer considered essential to "united

action" (see Section IV), the Americans and the French had

evidently agreed that their negotiations should be kept

under wraps until such time as a decision was made.15

Only after Eden confronted Under Secretary Smith with the

newspaper stories (which may have been deliberate '"leaks"

co influence the Geneva deliberations) did Dulles direct

that the British, Australian, and New Zealand ambassadors

be informed "in general terms" regarding U.S.-French talks.16

Diplomacy among the Western Big Three clearly reflect:d

the rifts that had developed in the alliance over intervention

(0 13See, e.g., Dillon's tel. from Paris No. 40,
July 4, 1954 (Top Secret).

J) 14Dulles priority tel. to Dillon in Paris,
Tuly 8, 1954 (Top Sec.et).

(0 15This was the substance of Smith's reply to
Eden when the foreign secretary, made aware of interven-
tion discussions by a New York Herald Tribune story of
May 15 and a conversation with an advisor to Bidault,
broached the subject. Eden, Full Circle, p. 134.

(0 16Dulles "eyes only" tel. to Smith at Geneva
TEDUL 75, and to Dillon at Paris No. 4104, May 17, 1954
(Top Secret).
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@) before the Dienbienphu disaster; as a result, secrecy
and bilateral discussions tended to be the rule, thereby
conplicating the already mammoth task of presenting a
united Western front againat the Communist negoti&tors.

(U) Thus far we have been dealing with diplomacy as
it was conducted by the non-Communist delegations. What
of the Communists? The available documentation limits
the comments we may make, but still permits some remarks,
both definite and speculative. First, the Chinese, Soviet,
and Viet Minh delegations were in constant touch, as
reported by thelr news agencies. Moreover, Chou En-lai
was able to make three stopovers in Moscow during the
conference that very likely heightened Sino-Soviet coordi-
nation. Finally, during a recess for heads of delegation,
Chou and Ho Chi Minb held a three-day meeting in early
July that may have provided the turning point in the Viet
Minh's more conciliatory attitude thereafter. In brief,
the Communists apparently were not plagued by the kinds of
communication problems that hampered the Americans, British
and Vietnamese.

(U) As will be argued in greater detail subsequently,
the frequent meetings of the Communist delegations did not
resu.t in a uniformity of views. The Chinese and Soviets
evidently worked independent of the Viet Minh whenever
their separate interests dictated the need for advancement
of progress in the negotiations. At times when the Viet
Minh were intransigent, Chou and Molotov frequently took
the initiative to break log jams that threatened to plunge
the conference into irresolvable deadlock. Much like

Eden, Chou and Molotov sometimes found themselves playing

.
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(U) the role of mediator, a role which they, and particu-
larly Chou, relished for what Fred Iklé has called the
"side-effects" of negotiations -- benefits deriving from,
but incidental to, negotiations, such as enhanced prestige.
In the end, the Viet Minh advantage of close rapport with
Moscow and Peking did not prevent the Viet Minh from
sharing with their non-Communist compatriots the ignominious

distinction of having been undercut by allies.

V) 17Fred Charles Iklé, How Nations Negotiate, Harper
& Row, New York, 1264, ch. IV,

¥
§
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XI1I. THE DEVELOPMENT OF BARGAINING POSITIONS (0)

1. THE UNITED STATES AND THE NEGOTIATIONS

438 In underwritiag the Navarre Plan and proceeding
with utmost caution in urging Fronce to improve its rela-
ticnship with the non-Communist Vietnomese nationalists,
the United States hoped to influence Paris to pcstpone a
commitment to negotiatioas until French forces were at
least on the threshold of military victory. While aware
of the strong pressures on the Laniel government from the
National Assembly and the French public for a peaceful
settlement, the United States, clearly influenced by the
experience at Panmunjom, sought to persuade the premier
not to let the clamor for peace drive him to the bargaining
table. As late as December 1953 Laniel agreed that
Washington's aversion to premature negotiations was well-
advised;l but two months later, at Berlin, his government
joined with the Soviet Union in calling for an international
conference to end the Indochina conflict. The French
government found it could no longer ignore anti-war ‘enti-
ment at home without jeopardizing its survival, while the
Americans, however strongly opposed to bringing the war
to the conference table with victory nowhere in sight and
vith Communist China as a negotiating opponent, felt
compelled to approve the Berlin decision if only to blunt

the French threat of scuttling EDC.

(W 1Memorandum of Conversation between Douglas
MacArthur II (State, Europe) and Laniel at Bermuda,
December 4, 1953 (Secret).
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jﬁﬁ; Forced to go along with French preference for
negotiating with the Communists, the United States
remained unalterably pessimistic about the probable
results. This attitude was first set out fully by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff in March 1954.° The Chiefs examined
the alternatives to military victory and found them all
infeasible or unacceptable to the United States. A cease-
fire prior to a political settlement, the JCS paper states,
“would, in all probability, lead to a political stalemate
attended by a concurrent and irretrievable deterioration
of the Franco-Vietnamese military position.'" A coalition
government would lead to Communist control by keeping any
outside assistance from preventing a seizure of power from
within. Partition, on the other hand, would mean recog-
nizing Communist success by force of arms, ceding the key
Tonkin Delta to the Communists, and, even if confined to
only one of the three Indochinese states, undercutting
our containment policy in Asia.

@8) The Chiefs also commented at some length on the
difficult question of elections in Vietnam. They took the
position that even if elections could be held along
democratic lines (which they doubted), a Communist victory
would almost certainly result because of Communist terri-
torial coatrol, popular support, and superior tactics:

Such i'actors as the prevalence of illiteracy,
the iack of suitable educational media, and
the absence of adequate communications in

() 2Memorandum by the Chairman of the JCS (Admiral
Arthur W. Radford) to the Secretary of Defense (Charles
E. Wilson), March 12, 1954 (Top Secret).
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€ the outlying areas would render the holding

of a truly representative plebiscite of doubt-

ful feasibility. The Communists, by virtue of

their superior capability in the field of

propaganda, could readily pervert the issue as

being a choice between national independence

and French Colonial rule. Furthermore, it would

be militarily infeasible to prevent widespread

intimidaticn of voters by Communist partisans.

While it is obviously impussiblz: to make a

dependable forecast as to tiie outcome of a rree

election, current intelligence leads the Joint

Chiefs to the belief that a settlement based

upon free elections would be attended by almost

certain loss of the Associated States to Commu-

nist control.
The JCS views, together with the recommendation that the
United States not associate itself with any settlement
that '"'would fail to provide reasonably adequate assurance
of the future political and territorial integrity of
Indochina...," were approved by the Secretary of Defense
on March 23.

€8> The JCS position reflected Government policy,
for in the remaining months before the Conference the
United States privately stood opposed to any course of
action other than full prosecution of the war. Dulles,
speaking with French Ambassador Henri Bonnet on April 3,
reasoned that a negotiated settlement would lead only to
face-saving formulae for either a French or a Viet Minh
surrender. The Secretary termed a divis'.on of Indochina
"impractical" and a coalition government the "beginning
of disaster;" neither arrangement could prevent a French

surrender.3 The President himself echoed this either-or

) 3Dulles "eyes only" tel. No. 3476 to American
Embassy, Paris (Ambassador Dillon) and No. 5175 to American

Embassy, London (Ambassador Aldrich), April 3, 1954 (Top Secret).
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' (W) approach. Writing to Churchill April 4, Eisenhower
proposed: 'There *< no negotiated solution of the Indo-
china problem which in essence would not be either a
face-saving device to cover a French surrender or a face-
saving device to cover a Communist retirement.'" And, as
already observed, it was precisely to bring about the
latter -- China's "discreet disengagement'" from support
of the Viet Minh -- that the President wanted British
cooperation in united action.

Cﬁhﬁ Concomitantly, the United States was concerned
that a disaster at Dienbienphu would propel the French
into acceptance of an immediate, unsupervised cease-fire
even before the conference was to begin. Dulles obtained
assurances from Bidault that the French would not agree to
such a cease-fire.5 But the Secretary found the British
less inflexible, with Eden doubting the American view that
a sudden cease-fire would lead either to a massacre of the
French by the unative people or to large-scale infiltration
of French-held terrain by Viet Minh fcrces.6

@é?F\Thus assured by the French but mindful of both
French and British preference for trying to bargain with

the Communists before resorting to further military steps,

© 4In Dulles '*eyes only'" tel. NIACT 5179 to American
Embassy, London (Aldrich), April 4, 1954 (Top Secret).

) 5Dulles "eyes only" tel. DULTE 15 to the Acting
Secretary (Smith) for transmittal to the President,
April 24, 1954 (Top Secret).

Dulles "eyes only'" tel. DULTE 9 from Geneva for
Smith, Dillun, and Aldrich, April 26, 1954 (Top Secret).
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&%) Washington, in late April and early May, sought to
develop guidelines for the American delegation. The
National Security Council, less than a week before the
opening conference session, carefully examined American
alternatives.7 Disturbed by what it regarded as peace=-.t-
any-price thinking in Paris, the NSC urged the President
to decide not to join the Geneva deliberations without

assurance from France that it was not preparing to nego-

tiate the surrender of Indochina. Again, the Korean
. exarple was foremost: Communist tactics at Geneva, the
NSC forecast, would likely resemble those at Panmunjom;
a cease-fire might be announced that the Communists would

not comply with for lack of effective supervision; the

S - B

French would wilt before the Communists' predictable

Lo v

dilatory tactics and end by accepting almost any terms.
@@®F The NSC therefore decided that the French had
to be pressured into adopting a strong posture in the face

of probable Communist intransigence. The President was

2 T L T

urged to inform Paris ihat French acquiescence in a
Communist takeover of Indochina would bear not only on

I France's future position in the Far East, but also on its
status as one of the Big Three; that abandonment of Indo-
china would grievously affect both France's position in
North Africa and Franco-U.S. relations in that region;
that U.S. aid to France would automatically cease upon
Paris' conclusion of an unsatisfactory settlement; and,
finally, that Communist domination of Indochina would be

of such serious strategic harm to U.S. interests as to

) 7"United States Position on Indochina to be
Taken at Geneva,' undated (Top Secret).
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(&) produce "consequences in Europe as well as elsewhere
[without]...apparent limitation." In addition, the NSC
recommended that the United States determine immediately
whether the Associated States should be approached with a
view to continuing the anti-Viet Minh struggle in some
other form, including unilateral American involvement "if

necessary.'" The NSC clearly viewed the Indochina situa-

tion with extreme anxiety, and its ~tion program amounted

to unprecedented proposals to threaten Frar.ce with the
serious repercussions of a sell-out in Southeast Asia.
@} Pessimism over the prospects for any meaningful
progress in talks with the Communists was shared by
Secretary Dulles. In a background briefing for newsmen

at Geneva,8 Dulles gave the first official indication for

public consumption that the United States would dissociate

itself from a.y settlement rather than be party to
unacceptabie terms. As to the acceptability of partition,
the Secretary, in views that would change iater, said he
did not see how partition could be arranged with the
fighting not confined to any single area. He as much as
ruled out a territorial division when he commented that
the United States would only agree to an arrangement in
which all the Viet Minh troops would be placed in a small
regroupment area out of harm's way  But that arrangement
"might not be acceptable to them," Dulles said coyly.

éﬁi American opinions on the likely ramifications

of a settlement were also made known, and with greater

(0 8The briefing was reported in a priority cable
from Dulles at Geneva, tel. SECTO 6, April 25, 1954
(Confidential); emphasis supplied.
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4%57 precision, in private. On May 7, for instance,
Livingston Merchant of the State Department presented

the American view to the Ministers of New Zealand and
Australia. Predicting that the French would finally
settle for part of Vietnam and manage to salvage Cambodia
and Laos, Merchant said the United States could not accept
such a surrender of territory. While we could not prevent
the French from making concessions, neither did we have to
associate ourselves with the results.9 Thus, both publicly
and privately, Administration leaders indicated at the
outs? t of the conference that the United States would
divorce itself from any settlement that resulted in less
than a complete French-Vietnamese victory.

(U) The first test of U.S. policy came May 5 when
the French informed Washington of the proposals they
intended to make in the opening round of the Geneva talks
on May 8. The proposals included a separation of the
"civil war" in Vietnam from the Communist aggressions in
Cambodia and Laos; a cease-fire, supervised by a well-
staffed international authority (but not the UN) and
followed by political discussions leading to free elec-
tions; the regrouping of regular forces of the belligerents
into defined zones (as Laniel had proposed in a speech on
March 5) upon signature of a cease-fire agreement; the
disarming of all irregular forces (i.e., the Viet Minh
guerrillas); and a guarantee of the agreements by ''the

States participating in the Geneva Conference."

(U)

9Memorandum of “onversation, May 7, 1954 (Secret).
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%y The JCS were first to react to the French plan.
The Chiefs strongly felt that even if the Communists
unexpectedly agreed to it, the likely outcomes would still
be either rapid French capitulation in the wake of the
cease-fire or virtual French surrender in the course of
protracted political discussions. Once more, the Chiefs
fell back on the Korean experience, which they said demon-
strated the certainty that the Communists would violate
any armistice controls, including those supervised by an
international body. An agreement to refrain from new
military activities during armistice negotiations would
be a strong obstacle to Communist vioclations; but the
Communists, the JCS concluded, would never agree to such
an arrangement. On the contrary, they were far more
likely to intensify military operations so as to enhance
their bargaining position, precisely at the time the French
would seek to reduce operations to avoid taking casualties.
The Chiefs therefore urged that the United States not get
trapped into backing a French armistice proposal that
the Communists, by voicing approval, could use to bind us
to a cease-fire while they themselves ignored it. The
only way to get satisfactory results was through military
success, and since the Navarre Plan was no longer tenable,
the next best alternative was not to associate the United
States with any cease-fire in advance of a satisfactory
political settlement. The fiist step, the Chiefs believed,
should be the conclusion of a settlement that would

“‘reasonably assure the political and territorial integrity

AUESTTIPY
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L8y of the Associated States...;" only thereafter should
a cease-fire be entertained.10
€% As previously, the Joint Chiefs' position
became U.S. policy with only minor emendations. The
President, reviewing the Chiefs' paper, agreed that the
Government could not back the French proposal with its
call for a supervised cease-fire that the Communists would
never respect. Eisenhower further concurred with the
Chiefs' insistence on priority to a political settlement,
with the stipulation that French forces continue fighting
while negotiations were in progress. He added that the
United States would continue aiding the French during
that period and wcuid, in addition, work toward a coalition
"for the purpose of preventing further expansion of Commu-
nist power in Southeast Asia."11
@® These statements of position paved the way for
a National Security Council meeting on May 8, which set
forth the guidelines of U.S. policy on negotiations for
the delegation at Geneva.12 The decision taken at the
meeting simply underscored what the President and the

Chiefs had already s*ated:

The United States will not associate itself
with any proposal from any source directed
toward a cease-fire in advance of an acceptable
armistice agreement, including international

Y 10Radford memorandum to the Secretarv of Defense,
May 7, 1954, Enclosure: "Comments to be Furnished to the
Secretary of Defense re Radios SECTO 106 and SEC.'0 110,
Dated 5 May 1954, and DA in 59296, Dated 6 May 1954"
(Top Secret).

) 14,

() 12Reported in Dulles "eyes only" tel. TEDUL 43 to

Smith at Geneva, May 8, 1954 (Top Secret).
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F
. fg‘é controls. The United States could concur

n the initiation of negotiations for such an
armistice agreement. During the course of
such negotiations, the French and the Associ-
ated States should continue to oppose the forces
of the Viet Minh with all the means at their
disposal. In the meantime, i1s a means of
strengthening the hands of tie French and the
Associated States during the course of such
negotiations, the United States will continue
its program of aid and its efforts to organize and
promptly activate a Southeast Asian regional
grouping for the purpose of preventing further
expansion of Communist power in Southeast Asia.

2. THE COMMUNIST PROPOSALS

(U) oOfficial American perspectives on the likely
pattern of the Geneva negotiations were confirmed when the
Viet Minh forwarded their first proposal ''package'" at the
second plenary session on May 10.13 Pham Van Dong, then 1
the DRV's vice-minister for foreign affairs and already a
seasoned negotiator with the French, introduced his case
with the argument tiiat the Viet Minh were the "stronger" |
force in '"more than three-fourths of the country.'" He
went on to describe the successful administration of this
territory by his government, which he said "represents the
will of the entire Vietnamese nation....'" The opposition,
the Bao Dai regime, characterized as ''Cthe government of
the temporarily occupied zone,'" did not enjoy popular
support and was merely the tool of the French.

(U) Pham Van Dong did not, however, demand that

France concede control of all Vietnam to the DRV. Instead,

(U 13y.5. verbMin/2, pp. S8ff.
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(U) Dong urged that France recognize ''the sovereignty and
independence of Vietnam throughout the territory of Viet-
nam,'" a statement which amounted to a rejection of the
Franco-Vietnamese treaties approved April 28 in Paris by
Laniel and Premier Nguyen Trung Vinh. The main points of
Dong's proposal for a cease-fire and political settlement
in Vietnam were as follows:

(1) Conclusion of an agreement on the withdrawal of

all "foreign" (i.e., French) troops from the

Associated States, to be preceded by the reloca-
tion of those troops to regroupment areas

E i
E
!
i
:
¢

(2) Convening of advisory coanferences, to be composed
of representatives of the ''governments of both
sides," in each country ouf Indochina, with the
objective of holding general elections leading
to the establishment of unified governments

.

B ]

4 (3) Supervision of elections by local commissions

(4) Prior to the establishment of unified governments,
tl.e carrying out by the opposing parties of "the
administrative functions in the districts which
will be [temporarily} under their administration

124

pra
Ty T T

(5) Cease-fire in all Indochina supervised by mixed
commissions composed of the belligerents, the
cease-fire to take effect upon implementation of
all other measures. No new forces or military
equipment to be introduced into Indochina during
the armistice

To placate the French, Dong asserted the DRV's readiness
"to examine the question of the entry of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam into the French Union...."

(U) The meaning of Dong's proposal was clear. A
political settlement would precede a military agreement to
a cease~-fire rather than the reverse, which the French

preferred. Somewhat ironically, the Viet Minh position was

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) in line with the American preference for giving priority
to a political settlement; but the Viet Minh in effect pro-

posed to stop fighting only when French troops had left
Vietnam and a political process favorable to the Communists

} had been set up. By first getting rid of the French,

and theu substituting all-Vietnamese consultations for

; stricc contrul and superviiion of the cease-fire, the

regroupment, and the general elections, the Viet Minh

could iegitimately expect a quick takeover of power from

the relatively weak Vietnamese National Army, by then

bereft of its French command structure. As Dong well knew,

the relocation »f French forces in the Tonkin Delta to a

tighter perimeter was having, and would continue to have,

major repercussions on VNA morale. Once the French could

be persuaded to withdraw, the VNA would undoubtedly col-

L e

lapse under Viet Minh military pressure. Moreover, inas-
much as Dong's plan made no allowance for the disarming,
much less the regrouping, of indigenous forces on either
side, the Viet Minh would be militarily in a virtually
unassailable position to control any general election that
might be held.* Dong's proposal, then, amounted to a
request that the French abandon Vietnam to a certain fate.
(U) In the same speech, Dong made clear that the
DRV's concern extended beyond Vietnam to Cambodia and Laos.
By 1954, Viet Minh coordination with the Pathet Lao and
Free Kimer ''resistance forces' had been going on for at

least three years, or since the formal announcement on

©) *A map of Viet Minh territorial control at the
time of the conference appears following p. 40. Although
dated in July, the map generally reflects the military
situation after the fall of Dienbienphu.

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) March 11, 1951, of formation of a Viet Minh-Free Khmer-
Pathet Lao '"National United Front.'" Viet Minh soldiers
and cadres were active participants in the fighting there,
where they provided the hard core of the ''resistance." In
addition, forces under General Vo Nguyen Giap had invaded
Laos in April and December 1953, and Cambodia in April
1954 (a move which prompted a formal protest by the Royal
Khmer Government to the Secretary General of the UN on
April 23). Viet Minh battalions were still active in
both countries during May and June, with greater priority
given operations in Laos. Thus, Dong's proposals on a
settlement in Laos and Cambodia :¢flected not simply the
DRV's assumption of the role of spokesman for the unrep-
resented Free Khmer and Pathet Lao movements, but also
direct Viet Minh interests in those neighboring kingdoms.
(U) Dong argued that the Pathet Lao and Free Khmer
forces enjoyed widespread popular support and controlled
most of the territory of their respective countries. With
considerable distortion of history (subsequently corrected
by the Laotian and Cambodian delegates), Dong sought to
demonstrate that the Pathet Lao and Free Khmer were de facto
governments carrying out '"democratic reforms'" in the areas
their armies had ''liberated.'" France was therefore advised
to recognize the 'sovereignty and independence'" of those
movements no less than of the DRV. French forces alone
were to withdraw from Cambodia and Laos; the Pathet Lao
and Free Khmer were not ''foreign'" troops. The same elec-
tion procedurc »ffered for Vietnam, without neutral or
international supervision, would, Dong proposed, take place

in Cambodia and Laos, thereby granting the Pathet Lao and

UNCLASSIFIED
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(U) Free Khmer a status equal to that of the lawful govern-
ments. And during the electoral process, Dong insisted

on "conditions securing freedom of activity for patriotic
parties, groups, and social organizations...," agreement

to which would have permitted various Communist fronts to
function with impuntty.14 The inclusion of the Pathet Lao
and Free Khmer in the DRV's settlement plan -- In particu-
lar, the demand that they merited political and territorial
recognition -- very quickly brought the conference to a
standstill and, much later, compelled the Soviets and

Chinese to work against Viet Minh ambitions.

3. THE AMERICAN REACTION

(U) Pham Van Dong's opening gambit was clearly anath-
ema to the Western delegations. Certainly, from the
American standpoint, his proposals met none of the criteria
for acceptability outlined by the National Security Council
on May 8. Smith said as much at Geneva when he spoke on
May 1015 and again at the third plenary session May 12.16
Accordingly, Smith did not wholeheartedly embrace Bidault's
proposals, for despite giving a general endorsement of the
French plan, he departed from it at two important junctures.
First, he declined to commit the United States in advance
to a guarantee of the settlement despite Bidault's call

for all the participants to make such a guarantee; second,

() 14
() 15
(U) 16

U.S. VerbMin/2, pp. 65ff.
U.S. VerbMin/2, p. 87.
U.S. VerbMin/3, p. 122.
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(U) he proposed that national elections in Vietnam be
supervised specifically by an international commission
"under United Nations auspices.'" As his speeches made
clear, the United States believed the UN should have two
separate functions -- overseeing not only the cease-fire
but the elections as well. Both these points in Smith's
remarks were to remain cardinal elements of American
policy throughout the negotiations despite French (and
Communist) efforts to induce their alteration.

g.7) Entirely in keeping with Smirh's position at
the conference, as well as with the tenor of the Viet Minh
proposals, Secretary Dulles, on May 12, sent Smith instruc-
tions intended to make the United States an influential,
but unentangled and unobligated, participant. As Dulles
phrased it, the United States was to be "an interested
nation which, however, is neither a belligerent nor a
principal in the negotiation.'" 1Its primary aim would be to

help the nations of that area [Indochina] peace-

fully to enjoy territorial integrity and political

independence under stable and free governments

with the opportunity to expand their economies,

to realize their legitimate national aspirations,

and to develop security through individual and

collective defense against aggression, from

within and without. This implies that these

people should not be amalgamated into the
Communist bloc of imperialistic dictatorship.

Accordingly, Smith was told, the United States should not
give its approval to any settlement or cease-fire "which

would have the effect of subverting the existing lawful

governments of the three aforementioned states or of

permanently impairing their territorial integrity or of

~
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48Y placing in jeopardy the forces of the French Union of
Indochina, or which otherwise contravened the principles
stated...above."17
¢ The NSC decision of May 8, Smith's comments at
the second and third plenary sessions, and Dulles' instruc-
tions on May 12 reveal the rigidity of the American posi-
tion on a Geneva settlement. The United States would not
associate itself with auy arrangement that failed to
provide adequately for an internationally supervised
cease-fire and national elections, that resulted in the
partitioning of any of the Associated Strates, or that
compromised the independence and territorial integrity of
those States in any way. It would not interfere with
French efforts to reach an agreement, but neither would
it guarantee or otherwise be placed in the position of
seeming to support it if contrary to policy. Bedell Smith
was left free, in fact, to withdraw from the confeignce or
The

rationale for this approach was clear enough: the United

to restrict the American role to that of observer.

States, foreseeing inevitable protraction of negotiations

by the Communists in the manner of Korea, would not be party

to a French cession of territory that would be the end
result of the Communists' waiting game already begun by
Pham Van Dong. Rather than passively accept that result,
the United States would withdraw from active involvement

in the proceediags, thereby leaving it with at least the

C) 17Dulles priority tel. TOSEC 138 to Smith at
Geneva, May 12, 1954 (Confidential); emphasis supplied.
(U) 181pi4.
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<88 freedom to take steps to recapture the initiative (as
by rolling back the Viet Minh at some future date) and the
moral purity of having refused to condone the enslavement
of more pecople behind the Iron Curtain.19 American policy
toward negotiations at Geneva was therefore in perfect
harmony with the Eisenhower-Dulles global approach to
dealing witl the Communist bloc.

/jﬁﬁo Gloomy American conclusions about the conference,
and no doubt the extravagant opening Communist demands,
were intimately connected with events on the battlefield.
After the debacle at Dienbienphu on May 7, the French
gradually shifted their forces from Laos and Cambodia inuto
the Tonkin Delta, leaving behind weak Laotian and Cambodian
national armies to cope with veteran Viet Minh battalions.
As the Freach sought to consolidate in northern Vietnam,
the Viet Minh pressed the attack, moving several battalions
eastward from Dienbienphu. U.S. Army intelligence reported
in late May, on the basis of French evaluations, that the
Viet Minh were redeploying much faster than anticipated,
to the point where of 35,000 troops originally in north-
western Tonkin only 2,000 remained.20 At the same time,
two Viet Minh battalions stayed behind in Cambodia and
another ten in Laos; and in both those countries, American
intelligence concluded that the Viet Minh position was so
strong as to jeopardize the political no less than the

military stability of the royal governments.21

L) 19Dulles tel. TEDUL 180 to Smith at Geneva, June 9,
1954 (Top Secret).
(V) 20 _
C.I.A. intelligence report of May 26, 1954 (Top
Secret).
(U) 21

C.I.A. intelligence reports of May 14, May 26,
and June 2, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(F To thwart the Communist military threat in
Vietnam, the French chief of staff, General Paul Ely, told
General J. H. Trapnell, the MAAG chief (on May 30), that
French forces were forming a new defensive perimeter along
the Hanol-Haiphong axis; but Ely wade rno effort to hide
the touch-and-go nature of French defensive capabilities
during the rainy season already underway.22 This pre-
carious situation was confirmed by General Valluy of the
French command staff. In a report in early June to U.S.,
British, Australian, and New Zealand chiefs of staff
assembled in Washington, Valluy held that the Delta was
in danger of falling to the Communists, tii. t neither French-
men nor Vietnamese would fight on in the south in that
eventuality, and that only prompt allied intervention could
save the situation.23 American assessments merely echoed
those provided by the French. A National Intelligence
Estimate published June 15 determined that French Union
forces, despite a numerical advantage, faced defections
on a mounting scale that could become very laerge if the
Viet Minh scored major victories or if the French were
believed (and Vietin2mese suspicions were rife on this

score in Hanoi and Saigon) about to abandon Hanoi and

portions of the Dolta.24 In sum, the tenor of intelligence
(0 22Dillon priority tel. No. 134 from Paris, July 11,
1954 (Top Secret).
(U) 23

See Dulles' tel. TEDUL 171 to the American
Consul, Geneva (Smith), June 7, 1954 (Top Secret).

aacd 24NIE-63-4-54, "Probable Military and Political
Developments in Indochina over the Next 30 Days (15 June-
15 July)," June 15, 1954 (Secret). Viet Minh strength
in and around the Delta was reported as 94 infantry
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GQEE; reports by French and American sources during this

period (from earl, May through mii-June) was that the
Viet Minh armies were solidly entrenched in portions of
Cambodia and Laos, were preparing for further advances in
the Tonkin Delta, and, if the war were to continue beyond
the rainy season, had the capability to destroy positions
then being fortified by French Union Corces throughout
northern Vietnam.

&> Tie upshot of this military deterioration through-
out much of Indochine was to reinforce the American con-
viction that the Commu:nists, while making proposals ar Geneva
they kn-w would be unacceptable to the West, would drive
hard for important battlcfield gains that would thorouvghly
demoralize Freich Union troops and set the stage for their
withdrawal southward, perhaps precipitating a general crisis
of confidence in Indochina and a Viet Minh takeover by de-
fault. More clearly than earlier in the year, American
officials now saw just how desperate the French really
'ere, in part because French field commanders were being
far more sincere about and open with information on the
actual military situation. But the thickening gloom in
Indochina no less than at Geneva did not give way to coun-
sels of despair ir Washington. The Government concluded
not that the goais it had set for o settlement were unreal-
istic, but rather that the only way to attiin them, as

the President and the JCS had been saying, was through

%) battalions, 1 artillerv division, 110 district companies,
and from 40,000 to 50,000 militia. French-Vietnamese
strength stood at 109 battaljons (of which some 60 percent
was VNA) and about 80,000 cuxiliarv troops and militia.
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ﬁﬂf/decisive military victory in conformity with th-.
original united action proposal of March 2°. While there-
fore maintaining its ¢ ' sation at Geneva throughout the
indecisive sessions o1 » and June, the United States
once again alerted France to the possibility of a i ilitary
alternative to defeat under the pressure of Communist

talk-fight tactics.
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XIII. THE UNITED STATES AT GENEVA: THE STAGE OF
FORCE AND DIPLOMACY, MAY TO MID-JUNE (V)

(U) 1In keeping open the option of united action,
the Administration, no less during May and the first half
of June than in April, carefully made direct involvement
conditional on a range of French concessions and promises.
This second go-'round on united action was not designed to
make further negotiations at Geneva impossible; rather, it
was intended to provide an alternative to which the French
might turn once they, and hopefully the British as well,
concecded that negotiations were a wasteful exercise.

> The issue of united action arose again in early
May when Premier Laniel, in a talk with Ambassador Dillon,
expressed the view that the Chinese were the real masters
of the negotiations at Geneva. This being the case,
Laniel reasoned, the Chinese would probably seek to drag
out the talks over any number of peripheral issues while
the Viet Minh pushed on for a military decision. The
French position in the field, with a major redeployment
on the order of 15 battalions to the Tonkin Delta probably
very soon, would be desperate, Laniel said, unless the
United States decided to give its active military coopera-
tion. In the interim, the premier requested that an
American general be dispatched to Paris to assist in mili-
tary planning.

&B) Laniel's views failed to make an impression in

Washington. Although the Administration agreed to dispatch

() 1Dillon tel. from Paris No. 4287 to Dulles, May 10,
1954 (Top Secret).
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@ a2 general (Trapnell), Dulles proposed, and Eisenhower

accepted, a series of "indispensable' conditions to

American involvement that would have to be met by Paris.

Even after those conditions were met, American interven-

tion would not follow automatically; Laniel would have to

request further U.S.-French consultations. The conditions

were:
(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Formal requests for U.S. involvement from France
and the Associated States

An immediate, favorable response to those invi-
tations from Thailand, the Philippines, Australia,
and New Zealand, as well as the assurance that

Britain "would eitner participate or be acquiescent"

Presentation of "sowe aspect of matter'" to the UN
by one of the involved Asian states

A French guarantee of complete independence to
the Associated States, '"including unqualified
option to withdraw from French Union at any
time...."

A French undertaking not to withdraw the Expe-
ditionary Corps from Indochina during the period
>f united action in order to ensure that the
unlted States would be providing air and sea,
but not combat-troop, support

Franco-American agreement on the training of
native forces and a new command structure during
united action (Admiral Radford was reported to
be thinking in terms of a French supreme command
with a U.S. air command)

‘i‘g} 2In forwarding these conditions to the Embassy
for transmittal to the French, Dulles noted that a prompt,
favorable decision would be premature inasmuch as it
might internationalize the war in a way offensive to the
British, leaving the French with the difficult choice of
internationalization or capitulation. Dulles ""eyes only"
tel. to Paris NIACT 4023, May 11, 1954 (Top Secret). The
conditions are also cited in Lacouture and Devillers,

La fin d'une guerre, pp. 176-77.
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G!ifr(7) Full endorsement Ly the French cabinet and
Assembly of these conditions to ensure a firm French
commitiment even in the event of a change in government
in Paris

It was Turther agreed that in the course of united action,

the United States would pursue efforts to broaden the
coalition and to formalize it as a regional defense pact.

C‘F? During the same confe-ence in which the condi-

tions were drawn up, top American officials went deeper
into them. Eisenhower was insistent on collective action,
¢ but recognized that the British might not commit themselves
initially and thac the Australians, facing a general
election later in May, could only give "evidence" of their
willingness to participate. A second major provlem was
Indochinese independence. Dulles posed the American dilemma
on this score: on the one hand, the United States had to
avoid giving Asians reason to believe we were intervening
E ; on behalf of cclonialism; on the other, the Associated
States lacked the administrative personnel and leadership
necessary to carrying on alone. "In a sense,'" said Dulles,
'if the associated States were turned loose, it would be
like putting a baby in a cage of hungry lions. The baby
would rapidly be devoured." His solution was that the
Associated States be granted (evidently, orally) the right
to withdraw from the French Union after passage of a suita-
ble time period, perhaps five or teu years.
ifi}) A final point concerned Executive-Congressional
relations once a French request, backed by Parliamentary
assent, reached Washington. The President felt he should
appear before a joint session of Congress and seek a
Congressional resolution to use the armed forces in Indo-

china. He would tell Congress the United States would
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@B act on the formal invitation of France and the
Associated States, and with the cooperation of friends

and allies in the region. At Eisenhower's request, Dulles
directed that the State Department begin working up a
first draft of a Presidential message.

(®$> The American response to Laniel's requests set
the stage for an extended series of discussions over the
ensuing five weeks. In Paris, Dillon communicated the
American conditions to Laniel and Maurice Schumann, the
Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs; in a talk with the
Ambassador May 14, they accepted the conditions, but with
important reservations. First, Laniel indicated his
dismay at the American insistence on the right of the
Associated States to withdraw from the French Union. The
premier predicted that the French public would never accept
this condition inasmuch as the Associated States had
themselves never made it and since even the Viet Minh
envisioned joining the Union. The obvious American
reluctance to go beyond air and naval fcrces also disturbed
the premier. He requested that the United States addition-
ally provide artillery forces and a token contingent of
ground troops. But he indicated pleasure that UK partici-
pation was no longer a prerequisite to American involvement.

(¥ Laniel's qualified approval of the preconditions

was accompanied by a request for a response to two other

(0 3Dulles' words and the deliberations outlined
above, are as paraphrased in a State Department memorandum
of conversation, May 11, 1954, of a White House conference
May 10 attended by the President, Dulles, Wilson, Deputy
Defense Secretary Anderson, Radford, Robert Bowie (Chair-
man of the NSC Planning Board), and Douglas MacArthur II
(Top Secret).
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@ questions: could the United States in some way
guarantee the borders and independence of Laos and Cam-
bodia following a French withdrawal from those countries?
Could the United States provide written assurance of prompt
alr intervention to meet a possible Chinese Communist air
attack on French forces in the Tonkin Del'_a?4

GIQ? The American response to Laniel's demurrers and
requests was for the most part negative. On the French-
Associated States relationship, which Ambassador Dillon
had said was the chief barrier to a French request for
interventic-n,5 Dulles replied (through Dillon) that the
United States might have soue flexibility on the matter,
but had to remain adamant o complete indupendence if it
ever hoped to gain Thai and Filipino support. Next, on

the question of the extent of American involvement, the

m 4

Dillon "eyes only" tel. from Paris to the Under
Secretary (for Dulles) No. 4383, May 14, 1954 (Top Secret).

& 5Dillon commented: "I am certain that unless
we can find some way to get around this requirement [that
the Vietnamese have the option of leaving the French Union],
French will never ask for outside assistance." In ibid.

Dillon proposed that the real objection among Asians
to the position of the Associated States rested not on the
"purely juridical" problem of the right to leave the Union,
but on Indochina's lack of powerful national armies. The
Ambassador recommended that American training and equipping
of the VNA, coupled with a French statement of intention to
withdraw the Expeditionary Corps after the establishment of
peace and a national army, would significantly dampen Asian
antagonism to the Bao Dai regime. (Dillon from Paris, tel.
NIACT 4402 to Dulles, May 17, 1954, Top Secret.) It is
difficult to understand why Dillon assumed Asians would
significantly change their attitude toward French Indo:hina
when, even with an American takeover of the training und
equipping of the VNA, French forces would still be on
Vietnamese territory for a iengthy period.
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¢#@)-Government was more flexible: It would not exclude
antiaircraft "and limited U.S. ground forces for protec-
tion of bases which might be used by U.S. naval and air
forces." As to Laniel's questions, Washingtcn answered
that it saw no way, in view of the rdlitary and legal
impracticalities, to guarantee the security of Laos and
Cambodia; the alternative was that Laos and Cambodia join
with Thailand in requestiag the stationing of a UN Peace
Observation Commission (POC) on their territories. The
possibility of Chinese MIG intervention, considered
extremely remote by the Defense Department, ruled out the
need for a written commitment. The French were to be
assured, however, that a collective defense arrangement
would include protection against that contingency, and
that prior to the formation of the organization, Chinese
air involvement would prompt a Presidential request for
Congressional authorization to respond with U.S. aircraft.
(®8) Although the setting up of sevcral preconditions
to involvement and the qualifications of the French reply
by no means made intervention an immediate possibility,
the Administration moved ahead on contingency planning.
The State Department's Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs took
the lead by producing a hypothetical timetable based on
the assumption of U.S.-French agreemen: in principle to

the proposed conditions by May 21.7 FEA also outlined a

() 6Dulles "eves only" tel. to Paris (Dillon),
NIACT 4094, May 15, 1954 (Top Secret).

(W) 7FEA memorandum, *Procedural Steps for Interven-
tion in Indochina,'" undated (entered into FE files May 17,
1954 (Top Secret).
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(@ full slate of urgent priority studies, including
U.S. strategy under differing circumstances of Chinese
involvement in the war.8 By May 24, FEA had forwarded a
contingency study from the Operations Planning Board that
proposed, among other things, public and private communi-
cations to Peking to prevent, or at least reduce the
effectiveness of, direct Chinese intervention.

@ The initiation of planning for intervention
extended to more far-ranging discussions of the purposes,
requirements, and mzke-up of a Southeast Asia collective
defense organization. The framework of the discussions
evidenced the Government's intention fhat united action
be undertaken only after the Geneva Conference had reached
a stalemate or, far less likely, a settlement. Three
regional formulations were envisaged: the first would be
designed for direct action, probably (it was felt) without
British participation, either to defeat the Viet Minh or
to prevent them from gaining control of Indochina; the
second, formed after a settlement, would comprise the
present SEATC members and functions, in particular active
assistance to the participating Asian states r-sisting

external attack or "Communist insurrection;'" ae third

0 8FEA, Annex on "'Studies to be Undertaken Imme-
diately within United States Government,'" attached to
ibid. (Top Secret).

) 9OCB, Studies with Respect to Possible U.S.
Action Regarding Indochina, Tab E, "Plan for Political
Warfare in Regard to Communist China Intervention in
Indochina,' undated, in enclocure to memorandum from E. F.
Drumright to Robert Murphy, May 24, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(%% would have a broad Asian membership, but would be
functionally limited to social and economic cooperation.10

@G An important input to contingency planning on
intervention came from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. On
May 20, the JCS sent a memorandum to the Secretary of
Defense entitled "U.S. Military Participation in Indo-
china."11 In the paper, the Chiefs requested formulation
of a Defense Department position on the size of any
American contributiciis and the nature of the command
structure once united action began. They noted the
"limited availability of U.S. forces for military action
in Indochina'" and the "current numerical advantage of the
French Union forces over the enemy, i.e., approximately
5 to 3." Pointing out the uisadvantages of either sta-
tioning large numbers of U.S. troops in Indochina or of
basing U.S. aircraft on Indochina's limited facilities,
the Chiefcs considered '""the current greatest need" to be
an expanded, intensified training program for indigenous
troops. They observed, moreover, that they were guided
in their comments by the likely reaction of the CPR to
U.S. involvement, as well as by the prescription: "Atomic
weapons will be used whenever it is to our military
advantage."

(3 In view of these problems and prospects, the
JCS urged the limitation of United States involvement to

(V) 10This conceptualization stemmed from discussions
of the NSC Planning Board, and was part of a broader
contingency study program. See the Board's statement in
an enclosure to a memorandum from Robert Bowie (the Board's

chairman) , May 19, 1954 (Top Secret).

(U)llMemorandum from the JCS to the Secretary of
Defense, May 20, 1954 (Top Secret).
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‘ 1 ) strategic planning and the training of indigenous
i forces through an increase in MAAG from less than 150 to
2250 men. Its force commitment should be restricted, they
advised, primarily to air-naval support directed from
outside 'ndochina; even here, the Chiefs cautioned against
making a "substantial'' air force commitment. The Chiefs
were also mindful of the Chinese. Since Viet Minh supplies
came mainly from China, 'the destruction or neutralization
of those outside sources supporting the Viet Minh would
materially reduce the French military problems in Indochina."

®® The Chiefs were simply taking their traditional
position that any major U.S. force commitment in the Far
East should be reserved for a war against China in the
event the President decided that such a conflict was
necessary for the preservation of vital American interests.
Recognizing the limitations of the "New Look" defense
establishment for large-scale involvement in "brushfire"
wars, the Chiefs were extremely hesitant, as had consistently
been the case during the Indochina crisis, to favor action
along the periphery of China when the strategic advantages
of American power lay in decisive direct blows against the
major enemy. Thus, the JCS closed their memorandum with
the admonition that air-naval commitments beyond those
specified

will involve maldeployment of forces and reduce

readiness to meet probable Chinese Communist

reaction elsewhere in the Far East. From the

point of view of the United States, with refer-

ence to the Far East as a whole, Indochina is

devoid of decisive military objectives and the
allocation of more than token U.S. armed forces
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(&8 to that area would be a serious diversion of

limited U.S. capabilities.12

(¥ The JCS evidently also decided to call a
meeting of military representatives from the United
States, France, the UK, Australia, and New Zealand. At
first, the Chi-=fs suggested the downgrading of the repre-
sentacives to below chief-of-staff level; but apparently

on the strong protest of Under Secretary Smith at Geneva,1

Ll 12These conclusions were subsequently confirmed
when, at the direction of General Matthew B. Ridgway, Army
Chief of Staff, a technical team of seven officers repre-
senting the Engineer, Transportation, and Signal Corps
went to Indochina on a covert mission to determine mili-
tary and military-related resources available there in the
event U.S. intervention were implemented. The team spent
the period May 31-June 22 in the field. Their conclusions
were, in brief, that Indochina was devoid of the logisti-
cal, geographic, and related resources necessary to a
substantial American ground effort. The group's findings
are in a report from Col. David W. Heimen, its leader, to
Ridgway, July 12, 1954 (Confidential).

¢(#y The Chiefs' conclusions were disputed, however,
by Everett Drumright of State (FEA) (in a memorandum to
MacArthur, May 24, 1954, Top Secret). He argued that if,
as everyone agreed, Indochina was vital to American
security, the United States should not consider more than
a token group troop commitment to be a serious diversion
of our capabilities. While not arguing for a substantial
troop commitment, Drumright suggested that the United
States plan for that eventuality rather than count on
defense with atomic weapons or non-nuclear strikes on
Chinese territory. Somehow, however, Drumright's concern
about the Chinese did not extend to the consideration that
a massive troop commitment, which he stated elscwhere in
the memorandum might prove necessary should token forces
fail to do the job, also risked bringing in the Chinese.

D 13Smith from Geneva "eyes only” tel. DULTE 100
to Dulles, May 23, 1954 (Top Secret).
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G® and of the British too,14 the Chiefs acquiesced in a
meeting at chief-of-staff level. But prior to the meeting,
which began the first week of June, important developments
occurred in the u.S.~France discussions of intervention.

¢®®y The ‘.cklish problem of bringing France to
concede the critical importance of granting full indepen-
dence to the Associated States occupied center stage once
more. On May Z/, the State Department, acknowledging
France's hesitancy te go too far on this score, still
ins'sted on certain "minimum measures," the most important
of which was that France, during or immediately after
tormal approval of the April 28 draft treaties, announce
its willingness to withdraw all its forces from Indochina
unless invited by the governments of the Associated States
to maintain them or to establish bases. (Th: United States,
the Department added, would be prepared to make a similar
declaration if it committed forces.) Beyond that step,
the French were also asked to permit Indochinese partici-
pation in the programming of economic aid and their direct
receipt of all military aid, to find ways to broaden
participation of the Vietnamese defense ministry and armed
forces in national defense, and to push for the establish-
ment of 'representative and authentic nationalist govern-
ments' at the earliest possible date.15

(@ Transmitting these new proposals to the French,

Dillon (incorrectly as it turned out) found them so well

)
) 14Dulles to Smith at Geneva tel. TEDUL 116,
May 24, 1954 (Top Secret).

) 15Dulles tel. to American Embassy, Paris No. 4272,
May 26, 1954 (Top Secret). See also Lacouture and Devillers,
La fin d'une guerre, p. 192.

“
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¢S received that he vep:rted on May 29, following a
conversation with Laniel, that the two partners '"had now
reached accord in principle on political side.' Laniel,
he cabled Dulles, urged imwediate military talks to com-
plete arrangements on training of the Vietnamese, a new
command structure, and war plans.16 Inasmuch as Ely and
General John W. O'Daniel in Indochina had reached general
agreement on American assumption of responsibility for
training the VNA,17 the way was apparently cleared for
bilateral military talks in Washington to take place
simultaneously with, and therefore disguised by, the five-
power staff negotiationms.

&% Dillon's optimistic assessment proved premature,
however, on severzl grounds. When he reported May 28 on
talks with Schumann, he had added Schumarc’s and Defense
Minister René Pleven's concern about Chicese air inter-
vention, which they felt would be so damaging as to
warrant a deterr=znt action in the form of a Presidential
request to tte Congress for discretionary authority to
defend the Delta in case of CCAF ctta~!. The French

wanted a virtually instantaneous U.S. -esponse, one that

(U) 165i110n priority tel. frca Paris No. 4596,
May 29, 1954 (Top Secret). See also Smith from Geneva
tel. SECTO 331, May 28, 1954 (Top Secret) and Dillon from
Paris (reporting talks with Schumann) tel. No. 4580,
May 28, 1954 (Top Secret).

(o 17McClintock from Saigon tel. No. 2468 to Dulles,
May 19, 1954 (Secret); Dillon from Paris '"eyes only" tel.
for Dulles, Smith, and McClintock No. 4566, May 27, 1954
(Top Secret), reporting the Trapnell-Ely talks. Ely and
O'Daniel were still at odds, Dillon noted, ove: structural
changes in the VNA, war strategy, and the role of U.S.
advisors.
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@ would be assured by a Presidential request before

rather than after overt Chinese aerial intervention.18

B e e o o

The State Department's retoirt was that the French first

had to satisfy the previcusly reported conditions before
19

§ | any such move by the Picsident could be considered.
@3> Dillon was no less disappointed by Washington's

reply than the French. He cabled back that there appar-

ently was an "extremely serious misunderstanding between

U.S. and French'":

French draw sharp distinction between (1) U.S.
intervention in present circumstances with Viet
Mich bolstered by Chinese Communist materiel,
technicians and possibly scattered troops and
(2) U.S. reaction against full-scale air attack
mounted from Communist Chinese bases.

Dillon said that, for the French, Washington's precondi-

tions applied in the first case but not the second, wherein

o el o ol ik e

only Congressional authorization was understood to stand j
in the way of direct Americai. cction. Ely, the Ambassador :
reported, had all along believed he had Radford's personal i
assurance of an American countermove against Chinese air ;
attack in the Delta. Now, the French wanted to know if
they could count on instant U.S. interdictior of a CZAF
strike. The Ambassador closed by reminding thae Department
of the incalculable harm to NATO, to the whcle U.S. role

(0 18Ibid.; also, Dillon priority tel. from Paris
No. 4612, May 31, 1954 (Top Secret).

O 19Robert Murphy (acting Secretary) to American |
Embassy, Paris tel. NIACT 4325, May 29, 1¢54 (Top Secret). 1
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(™8 in Western Europe, and to the U.S. position against
the Communists' world strategy if a Chinese attack was not
met.20

(98) Despite Dillon's - estations, the Department
stuck by its initial positic:. . . May 15, namely, that
Chinese air attack was unlikely and that the United States
would meet that problem when it arose.21 Clearly, the
Administration was unwilling to make any advance commit-
ments which the French could seize upon for political

advantage at Geneva without having to give a quid pro quo

in their Indochina policy. Eisenhower affirmed this view
and went beyond it: The conditions for united action, he
said, applied equally to Chinese direct and indirect
involvement in Indochina. The United States woulu make

no unilateral commitment against any contingency, including

overt, unprovoked Chinese aggression, without firm, broad

allied sugport.22

(0 2CDillon from Paris tel. No. 4607, May 30, 1954
(Top Secret). See also Dillon from Paris tel. No. 4625,
June 1, 1954 (Top Secret).

) 21Murphy to American Embassy, Paris tel. NIACT
4332, May 31, 1954 (Top Secret).

S 22Eisenhower's unwavering attitude toward action
in Asia only in concert with allies put him at odds with
Dulles, who was prepared to act unilaterally in cases of
overt aggression. When the issue of possible CPR air
intervention came before the President, he is reported to
have reacted sharply. Evidently supposing that conflict
in the air would mean a Sino-American war, the President

said the United States would not intervene
in China on any basis evcept united action.
He would not be responsible for going into
China alone unless a joint Congressional
resolution ordered him to do so. The United
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(38 There were other obstacles to U.S.-French
agreement, as brought into the open with a memorandum to
the President from Foreign Minister Georges Bidault on
June 1.23 One was the question of timing involved in
American insistence on French Assembly approval of a

government request for U.S. intervention. The French

(TS) States should in no event undertake
alone to support French colonialism. Uni-
lateral action by the United States in cases
of this kind would destroy us. If we inter-
vened alone in this case we would be expected
to intervene alone in other parts of the world.
He made very plain that the need for united
action as a condition of U.S. intervention
was not related merely to the regional
grouping for the defense of Southeast Asia
but was also a necessity for U.S. interven-
tion in response to Chinese communist overt
aggression,

See memorandum of conversation between Eisenhower and
Robert Cutler, the President's special assistant, June 1,
1954 (Top Secret).

(@ The rationale for the President's difference of
view with his Secretary was laid out more fully the next
day. Eisenhower said that since direct Chinese aggression
would force him to go all the way with naval and air power
(including "new weapons') in reply, he would need to have
much more than Congressional authorization. Thai, Filipino,
French, and Indochinese support would be important but not
sufficient; other nations, such as Australie, would have
to give their approval, for otherwise he could not be cer-
tain the public would back a war against China. (Memoran-
dum of conversation in the President's office, June 2,

1954, involving also Dulles, Anderson, Radford, MacArthur,
and Citler [Top Secret].) At its 200th meeting on June 3,
the NSC received, considered, and agreed upon the Presidents
views.

L) 3Memorandum from Bidault to Eisenhower, Geneva,
June 1, 1954 (Top Secret). See also Smith from Geneva tel.
DULTE 156, June 6, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(#% cabinet considered that to present a program of allied
involvement to the Assembly except under the circumstance
of "a complete failure of the Geneva Conference' attribu-
table to the Communists 'would be literallv to wish to
overthrow the [French] Government.'" A second area of
continuing disagreement concerned the maintenance of
French forces in the field anu the nature of a U.S. commit-
ment. The French held that the United States could bypass
Congress by committing perhaps one division of Marines
without a declaration of war.24 Although assured by
Washington that the Marines would not be excluded from a
U.S. air-naval commitment,25 the French were not satisfied.
In his memorandum, Bidault asked that the United States
take account of France's defense obligations elsewhere, an
indirect way of asking that Washington go beyond a token
ground-troop commitment. Confronted by a war-weary
Parliament on one side and opponents of EDC on the other,
Bidault doubtless believed that the retention of French
soldiers in Indochina without relief from American Gls

was neither militarily nor politically acceptable.26

(15} 24Dillon tel. to Duiles No. 4766, June 9, 1954
(Top Secret). Also, Dulles tel. to American Embassy,
Paris No. 4286, May 27, 1954 (Top Secret); here, the Ameri-
can position was that French forces would be maintained
during united action except for normal troop rotation, re-
placement by native forces as the military situation per-
mitted, and consultation with allies engaged in the united
action.

) 2"}_‘his was the substance of Admiral Radford's
remarks to General Valluy, as reported in a memorandum for
the record, June 3, 1954 (Top Secret).

(V) 26This evaluation is offered in Dillon's telegram
from Paris to Dulles, tel. No. 4766, June 9, 1954 (Top
Secret), and in Smith from Geneva to Dulles, tel. DULTE 183,
June 15, 1954 (Top Secret).
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& A final but by no means negligible French
objection to the American proposals concerned the indepen-
dence issue. Far from having been settled, as Dillon
supposed, the French were still unhappy about American
pressure for concessions even after the State Department's
May 27 revisions. The French were particularly disturbed
(as Bidault implied) at the notion that the Associated
States could leave the Union at any time, even while
French fighting men were in the field on Indochina's
behalf. ''Such a formula,' Bidault wrote, ''is unacceptable
to the French Government, first because it is incompatible
with the French Constitution, and also because it would be
extremely difficult to explain to French opinion that the
forces of the French Union were continuing the war in
Indochina for the benefit of States that might at any
moment leave the Union.'" France was perfectly willing,
Bidault remarked, co sign new treaties of association with
the three Indochinese States, to allow them a larger
voice in defense matters, and to work with them toward
formation of truly national governments; but, to judge
from his commentary, Paris would not go the whole route
by committing itself in advance to Indochina's full freedom
of action in the French Union. And while this and other
issues remained unresolved, as Dulles observed June 4,
Laniel's reported belief that the United States and France

. . 27
were politically agreed was a "serious overstatement.'

() 27Dulles to American Embassy, Paris tel. No. 4421,
June 4, 1954 (Top Secret).
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883 By early June the unsettled issues separating
the United States from France began to lose their relevance
to tte war. Even if they could be resolved, it was ques-
tionable whether American involvement could any longer be
useful, much less decisive. On the matter of training the
VNA, for instance, the United States was no longer certain
that time would permit its training methods to take effecw
even if the French promptly removed themselves from
responsibility in that area. The State Department now
held that the Vietnam situation had deteriorated 'to point
where any commitment at this time to send over U.S. instruvc-
tors in near future might expose us to being faced with
situation in which it would be contrary to our interests
to have to fulfill such commitment. Our position
accordingly is that we do not wish to consider U.S.
training mission or program separately from over-all
operational plan on assumption conditions fulfilled for
U.S. participation war Indochina."28 Morale of the Franco-
Vietnamese forces, moreover, had dropped sharply, the whole
Tonkin Delta was endangered, and the political situation in
Saigon was reported to be dangerously unstable.29 Faced
with this uniformly black picture, the Administration de-
termined that the grave but still retrievable military
situation prevailing at the time united action was proposed
and pursued had, in June, altered radically, to the point

where united action might have to be withdrawn from con-

sideration by the French.

0 28Murphy (acting Secretary) ''eyes only" tel. to
American Embassy, Paris (Dillon), No. 4508, June 10, 1954
(Top Secret).

L 29Dulles "eyes only'" priority tel. to American
Embassy, Paris, No. 4579, June 14, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(@ By mid-June American diplomacy was therefore
in an unenviable position. At Geneva, very little progress
had been made of a kind that could lead any of the Allies
to expect a satisfactory outcome. Yet the alternative
which the United States had veopened no longer seemed
viable either. As Dulles told Smith, any '"final agree-
ment' with the French would be "quite impossible,' for
Paris was moving farther than ever from a determination
that united action was necessary. ''They want, and in
effect have, an option on our intervention,'" Dulles wrote,
"but they do not want to exercise it and the date of
expiry of our option is fast running out.”30 From Paris,
in fact, Ambassador Dilion urged the Secretary that 'the
time limit be now" on U.S. intervention.31 And Dulles was
fast ccncluding that Dillon was correct.

@& In view of I'rance's feeling that, because of
strong Assembly pressure for a settlement, no request
could be made of the United States until every effort to
reach agreement at Geneva had been exhausted,32 Dulles in
effect decided, on June 15, that united action was no
longer tenable. In a conversation with Bonnet, in which
the French Ambassador read a message from Bidault which
indicated that the French no longer considered the United

States bound to intervene on satisfaction of the seven

V) 30Dulles priority tel. to American Consul, Geneva
(Smith), TEDUL 197, June 14, 1954 (Top Secret).

L JlDillon "eyes only" tel. from Paris to Dulles,
No. 4841, June 14, 1954 (Top Secret).

() 3ZSee, e.g., Schumann's remarks to Dillon in the
latter's cable from Paris No. 4766, June 9, 1954 (Top
Secret).
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833 conditions, the Secretary put forth the difficulty of
the American position. He stated that the United States
stcod willing to respond to a French request under the
conditions of May 11, but that time and circumstance might
make future intervention '"impracticable or so burdensome
as to be out of proportion to the results obtainable."
While this offer would be unsatisfactory to Bidault,
especially in his dealings with the Communists at Geneva,
Dulles '"'could not ccnceive that it would be expected that
the United States would give a third power the option to
put it into war at times and under conditions wholly of

n33 With this, united action was

the other's choosing.
shelved, and it never appeared again in the form and with
the purpose originally proposed.

= As a break with France on united action became
likely, American interest focused on a collective defense
arrangement after a Geneva settlement with British partici-
pation. The French and British roles in U.S. plarning
were in effect reversed; Paris, it was felt, could no
longer be counted on as an active participant in regional
security. As their delegate to Geneva, Jean Chauvel, told
Smith, Bidault was still hopeful of getting "something"
from the conference.34 On the other hand, Eden told Smith
on June 9 of his extreme pessimism over the course of the
negotiations. Eden believed a recess in the talks was

likely within a few days (it came, in fact, ten days later),

() 33Dulles to American Consul, Geneva (Smith), tel.
TEDUL 208, June 16, 1954 (Top Secret).

(V) 348mith "eyes only" tel. for the Secretary from
Geneva, DULTE 164, June 9, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(3 and proposed that the Cambodian ead Laotian cases be
brought before the United Nations immediately after the
end of the conference, even if France opposed the move.
Smith drew from the conversation the strong impression
that Eden believed negotiations to have failed and would
now follow the American lead on a coalition to guarantee
Cambodia and Laos '"'under vmbrella of some UN action"
(Smith's words).35 Days later, Dulles likewise antici-
pated a British shift when he observed sardenically that
events at Geneva had probably ''been such as to satisfy
the British insistence that they did not want to discuss
collective action until either Geneva was over or at
least the results of Geneva were known. I would assume,"
Dulles wenf on, '"that the departure of Eden [from Geneva]
would be evidence that there was no adequate reason for
further delaying collective talks on Southeast Asia
defense."36 But whether the United States and Great
Britain would see eye-to-eye on their post~settlement
security obligations in the region, and whether joint
diplomatic initiatives to influence the nature of the
settlement could be decided upon, remained outstanding
questions,

- The rebirth and demise of united action was
a rare case of history repeated almost immediately after
it had been made. The United States, having failed to

interest Britain and France in united action prior to the

(U 35014,

(v 36Du].les to Smith at Geneva, tel. TEDUL 196,
June 14, 1954 (Top Secret).
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&) start of the Geneva Conference, refused to be relegated
to an uninfluential role and determined instead to plunge
ahead without British pacticipation. But the conditions
for intervention which had been given the French before
the fall of Dienbienphu were now stiffened, most importantly
by a greater detailing of the process the French government
would have to go through before the United States would
consider direct involvement.

<88 Even while the French pondered the conditions,
urged their refinement and redefinition to suit French
policies, and insisted in the end that they saw no politi-
cal obstacles separating the United States and France,
Washington anticipated that the French were very unlikely
to forward a request for U.S. involvement. Having learned
something of French government priorities from the futile
diplomatic bargaining in April, Department of State repre-
sentatives in Paris and Washington saw that what the
French wanted above all was not the military advantages
of active U.S. intervention but the political benefits
that might be derived from bringing into the open the
fact that the two allies were negotiating American parti-
cipation in the fighting. Thus, Dillon correctly assessed
in mid-May that French inquiries about American conditions
for intervention represented a "wish to use possibility of
our intervention primarily to strengthen their hand at
Geneva." The French hoped they would not have to call on

the United States for direct support; they did hope the
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@ Communists would sense the dangers of proposing un-
acceptable terms for a settlement.37 Dillon's sensitivity
to the French position was proven accurate by Bidault's
memorandum to the President: France would, in reality,
only call on the United States if an '"hcnorable' settle-
ment could clearly not be obtained at Geneva, for only
under that circumstance could the National Assembly be
persuaded that the Laniel government had done everything
possible to achieve peace.

== Recognition of the game the French were playing
did not keep the United States from posing intervention as
an alternative for them; but by adhering tenaciously to
the seven conditions, it ruled out either precipitous
American action or an open-ended commitment to be accepted
or rejected by Paris. The State Department, guided on
the militery side by strong JCS objections to promising
the French American combat troops in advance of a new
and satisfactory command structure and strategic plan,
became increasingly distraught with and suspicious of
French motivations. ''We cannot grant French an indefinite
option on us wichout regard to intervening deterioration"
of the military situation, Dulles wrote on June 8.38 As

much as the Administration wanted to avoid a sell-out at

(o 37 . s
Dillon priority tel. to Dulles No. 4424,
May 18, 1954. Cf. Dulles' comment of June 7 in a cable
to Geneva (priority tel. TEDUL 169, Top Secret): ''I have
long felt and still feel that the French are no: treating
our proposai seriously but toying with it just enough to
use it as a talking point at Geneva."

V) 38Dulles priority tel. to American Consul,
Geneva (Smith), TEDUL 175, June 8, 1954 (Top Secret).
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(B Geneva, it was aware that events in Indochina might
preclude effective U.S. action even if the French suddenly
decided they wanted American support. Put another way,
one of the primary differences between American diplomacy
before and after the fall of Diernbienphu was its ability
to project ahead -- to weigh the factors of time and
circumstance against the distasteful possibility that
Vietnam, by French default at the negotiating table or
defeat on the battlefield, might be lost. As the scales
tipped against united action, American security planning
began to focus on the future possibilities of collective
defense in Southeast Asia, while the pattern of diplomacy
shifted from disenchantment with the Geneva Conference to
attempts to bring about the best possible settlement

terms,
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XIV, THE MAJOR ISSUES AT THE CONFERENCE, MAY-JUNE (U)

) Washington's sense that the conference had
essentially gotten nowhere -- a view which Smith and
i Dulles believed was shared by Eden, as already noted --
was not entirely accurate; nor was it precisely the think-
ing of other delegations. Following the initial French
and Viet Minh proposals of May 8 and 10, respectively,
some progress had in fact been made, although certainly
not of an order that could have led any of the chief
negotiators to expect a quick settlement. As the conference
moved ahead, three major areas of contention emerged: the
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